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This brief is being filed to correct a minor, non-substantive error that was recently 
discovered in the original Appeal Brief filed on February 27, 2009. Although no "Notification of 
Non-Compliant Appeal Brief 5 (the "Notification") was received, Appellants are preemptively 
addressing the noted error. No extension of time fees are due. The fees required under § 41 .20 
were paid when the original Appeal Brief was filed and no additional appeal-related fees are 
believed to be due. However, if any fees are due, charge the fees to Deposit Account No. 50- 



Please replace pages 2-3 (both pages inadvertently numbered as page 2) and page 34 of 
the original Appeal Brief filed on February 27, 2009 with the following replacement pages 
2A-2B and 34. 

The following non-substantive changes were made in this amended Appeal Brief: 

1. Page 34 now refers to Section (X) Related proceedings Appendix. The references to 
Sections X. APPENDIX OF RELATED DECISIONS and XL OTHER MATERIAL THAT 
APPELLANT CONSIDERS NECESSARY OR DESIRABLE that appeared in the original 
Appeal Brief were deleted. 

2. A revised Table of Contents is provided. The second page of the Table of Contents 
was amended to reflect the revised Section X and the deletion of the original Sections X and XL 

Pursuant to the instructions that normally appear on a Notification when an error in an 
Appeal Brief is communications to an Appellant, only the amended sections are enclosed. 
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1 . There is a clear error in the Examiner's Final Rejection of independent claims 1,9, 17, 
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X. RELATED PROCEEDINGS APPENDIX 

None. 
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